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"World Government"
By WAYNE D. WILLIAMS
of the Denver Bar

For the second time in this generation the nations of the world have formed
a general organization with the avowed purpose of preventing war. Preparations for new wars, however, have already, and again, far outstripped organized efforts for peace. Today there is general alarm that we are headed for
another war. All over the world conviction is mounting that warfare as it
will next be waged is massacre and destruction without limit. What was
formerly the ideal of achieving world peace has now become nothing less than
a compelling necessity.
These developments have awakened and revived general attention to and
discussion of the basic mechanics of keeping order and suppressing violence
among nations. The possibility that government, the institution to which
men have always ultimately turned for this purpose, might in some manner
now be established on the world level is coming to be recognized widely as
the only refuge against war. Winston Churchill, whom none would characterize as a dreamer or idealist, recently declared: "The prospects for peace
are dark and doubtful unless some effective world supergovernment, for the
purposes of preventing war, can be set up and begin its reign:" This declaration from a statesman of incomparable experience and judgment is fortified
by the eminent historian, Sir Arnold Toynbee, who declares in his most recent
book that "the world is in any event going to be unified politically in the
near future."
We shall attempt here to explore further the need for world government,
its possible structure, and to make some observations concerning the prospects
for attaining it.

I. The Familiar Road to War
Although the first purpose of the United Nations, as stated in Article I
of the Charter, is "to maintain international peace and security," the evidence
is increasingly clear that the political structure set up in the Charter cannot
accomplish this task and that the nations of the world are shaping their policies
accordingly.
The United Nations is an association of sovereign nations, based upon
the principle of the "sovereign equality of all its members." It has treatyproposing, but not law-making powers. When the General Assembly prepares
a codification of some phase of international law or a treaty relating to some
matter of general concern, the limit of its authority is to recommend ratification by the various member-nations. The United Nations is without military
or police power save only what individual nations may give it by treaty, lacks
law-making powers, and possesses jurisdiction which reaches only to the member-nations and not their citizens.
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In a world so loosely organized, no nation can afford to neglect prepara,
tions for the possibility of war. In his address upon acceptance of the Nobel
Peace Prize in 1910, Theodore Roosevelt correctly analyzed this necessity
when he said:
"In new and wild communities where there is violence, an
honest man must protect himself; and until other means of securing
his safety are devised, it is both foolish and wicked to persuade him
to surrender his arms while the men who are dangerous to the community retain theirs. He should not renounce the right to protect
himself by his own efforts until the community is so organized that
it can effectively relieve the individual of the duty of putting down
violence. So it is with nations."
It came as no surprise, therefore, that the President's Air Policy Commission declared that the United States dare not rely upon the United Nations
to prevent war, and recommended that we restore our military machine posthaste. Tragically, world affairs are fast degenerating into the familiar and
war-producing mould of alliances and "power politics." "Unanimity" in the
United Nations, if it ever existed, has been replaced by division and distrust.
Absolutely no progress has been made toward placing military forces at the
disposal of the Security Council, a matter heavily relied upon by the framers
of the Charter when they sought to erect an organization that could effectively
keep the peace.
The arms race is on. Its rapid tempo is set, of course, by the current
power struggle between the Soviet Union and the United States. But it is
illusory to believe that ours would be a world of peace and harmony but for
Russia's drive for world domination. Russia today is simply a case in point
for what inevitably happens in a world of anarchy, where every nation is
free to pursue its own policies.
U. The Need for World Government
What is wrong? The answer must be, simply, that peace, on every
level of human society, is impossible without government. The United Nations
represents a new attempt to achieve peace without government. Such efforts
almost always assume, as now, the confederate form. Every student of political history well knows that such leagues and confederations are notoriously
weak and impermanent. Professor James W. Garner, the political scientist,
has labeled confederacy "a transitory form of political organization which
usually develops into the federal system or dissolves into its constituent
elements."
In the Greek confederations of ancient times, in the European confederations which sprang up after the Peace of Westphalia, and in our own
Articles of Confederation were found those same elements which now reappear as defects in the Charter of the United Nations: Broad and mighty
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powers conferred in the basic document, the member-states solemnly bound
to support the central authority, and yet the whole machinery brought to a
shuddering halt by the lack of actual authority at the head, the undisturbed
sovereignty of the members, and the inability of the central body to carry its
jurisdiction to the individual citizens of the states.
Important as are the cooperative efforts within the United Nations
directed against the problems of poverty, homeless persons, epidemics, and the
like, these alone can never prevent war. Even after 160 years of national life,
there remain prevalent in the various states of this nation every one of the
basic causes of wars. Poverty, greed, sectional rivalry, lack of ports, racial
feeling, the drive for trade-these and many more are present in force. Should
this nation have committed itself to a century and a half of anarchy while
seeking through cooperative efforts to remove these causes of war? None
would say so.
Effective treatment of these various problems, as well as peace enforcement, requires the strong arm of government as well as cooperative persuasion
for its success. Under the League of Nations it became very clear, for example,
that the Permanent Central Opium Board could not get very far with narcotics control. Japan's failure to "cooperate" virtually ruined the entire effort.
Some have said that if the nations will only live up to their obligations
under the present Charter, we will have peace. If this hope had any basis
in experience one mighty properly expect that at least one or two of the confederacies we have mentioned might have been saved by it. Covenants such
as those in the Charter, unsupported by the powers of government, are useless.
We have just ended a war fought on both sides by nations that signed the
Kellogg-Briand Peace Pact.
The first point, that world government in some form is the ultimate indispensable condition for world peace, is not seriously disputed today. Present
discussion ranges more around the possible structure of such a world government and the prospects for attaining it.
III. The Structure of World Government
In place of mere agreement, which never has proved sufficient for peace,
government supplies a community power strong enough to hold violence in
check and energetic enough to organize the life of the community. "Government, in its last analysis, is organized force," declared Woodrow Wilson. The
concept of world government, it follows, necessarily involves the establish,
ment of a supreme power and authority in the world. This is the first and
basic essential of world government. It satisfies the observation of Thomas
Jefferson that:
"No government can be maintained without the principle of
fear as well as duty. Good men will obey the last, but bad ones the
former only."
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The second necessary condition is that the world government, if it is to
be a government which free men can accept with honor, must be federal in
form. The various nations must retain all possible authority that can be left
in their hands without jeopardy to peace. Yet, at the same time, world government must employ another basic federal principle-it must possess jurisdiction' reaching directly down to the individual citizens of every nation.
Where government can act only against a member-state, and not against the
individuals who compose it, every attempt to punish creates a state of war.
Government, to be effective, as Alexander Hamilton declared in the Federalist papers, "must carry its agency to the persons of the citizens." In
response to the necessity for leaving a considerable sphere of action to the
various nations, and the necessity for conferring jurisdiction over individuals
and not merely over the governments, the world government must be federal.
Beyond these basic essentials, difficulties arise. Some would replace the
United Nations with an entirely new structure under a constitution conferring
wide powers in the nature of those enjoyed by the United States government.
Such a proposal, in concrete form, was recently made by the Committee to
Frame a World Constitution led by Chancellor Robert M. Hutchins, of the
University of Chicago.
Others believe that the United Nations should be preserved and strengthened through appropriate amendments to the Charter, transforming it into
a world federal government with powers limited to the field of peace-keeping,
but adequate in that field. This is the primary course of action being advocated by the United World Federalists.
There follow some observations upon problems which any proposal for
world government must resolve.
A. Necessary Powers. As supreme power and authority are the first
requisite for every successful government, the constitution of a world government must at the very least confer the following powers:
(1) To regulate by law the dangerous aspects of atomic energy developments and other scientific developments and weapons for mass destruction;
(2) To regulate by law the size and arms of national military establishments;
(3) To provide by law for such 'inspection, police and armed forces of
the world government as may be necessary to preserve the peace and enforce
world law;
(4) To provide for the punishment of individuals who break the laws
passed pursuant to the foregoing powers or who otherwise commit crimes of
aggression;
(5) To raise dependable revenue under a carefully prescribed taxing
power independent of national taxation.
To confer the foregoing powers, and stop there, leaves the solution of
trade and economic problems for the present to the sort of cooperative efforts
which are now being carried on in the United Nations. This present work
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being done within the United Nations is extremely important. Through it,
considerable progress has been made in stabilizing national currencies, in
lowering barriers to international trade, in solving the problems of starvation
by direct aid and by stimulating food production, and in the energetic pursuit
of measures to improve the levels of world health.
It is probable that in the long view of affairs such cooperative efforts
cannot adequately satisfy the needs of the world's peoples. This has been
the experience under contemporary federal constitutions, which confer broad
legislative powers over commerce and currency. In solving the immediate
problem of suppressing war, however, such broad powers are not necessary
to make world government effective.
B. Legislative, Executive and Judicial Machinery. The legislative body
for enacting laws pursuant to the foregoing powers raises immediately the
problem of representation. In the General Assembly of the United Nations
each nation has one vote. Any body whose voting structure is so far apart
from reality as to confer equal voting strength upon a titan like the United
States and a midget such as Costa Rica cannot be given law-making powers.
It is not, therefore, an accident that in the United Nations Charter the General Assembly was given only the power to recommend, not to legislate. By
revising the voting structure in the General Assembly, however, it could be
made a representative body to which law-making powers could be safely
entrusted. Is it possible to devise an acceptable voting arrangement?
Considerable preparatory work in this field has already been done by
Mr. Grenville Clark, of the New York Bar, Dr. Louis B. Sohn, of Harvard
University, Professor Herbert Rudd, of the University of New Hampshire,
and others. This work is summarized in an interesting fashion by Dr. Sohn
in a book review which appeared in the American Bar Association Journal
for November 1946 (pages 759-760). In general, the voting formulae proposed to take into account not only the factor of population but such other
factors as the levels of international trade and literacy which the respective
nations have achieved. Averages based upon the various plans which Dr.
Sohn summarizes produce approximately equal voting strength for the Soviet
Union, the United States, and the British Commonwealth, without giving
any two of these sufficient votes to dominate.
It would not be necessary to form a second house in the world legislature.
Instead, a considerable check may be provided simply by requiring that laws
could be enacted only if passed both on the basis of weighted voting, as
described above, and on the basis of one vote for each nation.
The Hutchins Committee, already mentioned, has proposed a different
scheme of determining representation in its preliminary draft of a world
constitution. Under this plan, nine regions are set up in the constitution,
representing in general a grouping of kindred nations and cultures. Thus, for
example, Russia and her satellites could constitute a single region, the United
States another, and China, Korea and Japan a third. Each of these nine
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regions would have an identical number of delegates in the world legislature,
thus offering a possible compromise between representation by population
alone and representation by power and wealth alone.
Whatever scheme of representation may be finally selected, it will be
important to provide in the constitution that the representatives cast individual votes, and to accord them protection for statements made and votes
cast in the legislature.
It is not feasible to continue the Security Council of the United Nations
in anything like its present form in such a world government. Instead, the
executive power would seem best administered by a cabinet designated by
the legislature and responsible to it.
As for the courts, the International Court of Justice would, of course,
remain. In addition, however, it would be necessary to provide courts with
jurisdiction to receive charges upon violations of the laws of the United
Nations, and through whose agency the violators could be tried and punished.
C. A Bill of Rights. If legal order replaces anarchy in international
affairs, it will be necessary to provide effective guarantees against abuse of
power by the world government. All would agree that a bill of rights extending that far should be included. The more debatable question is whether, in
addition, the United Nations in the first instance should undertake to guarantee that the various nations will accord their individual citizens the familiar
guarantees of personal safety and freedom. The possibility that this could
be done appears too remote for serious consideration, for it would involve
the overthrow of every dictatorship in the world. The Commission on Human
Rights in the United Nations has had considerable difficulty in drawing up
even a "declaration" of human rights not intended to bind any nation. This
declaration is now under heavy fire even within the United States, in spite
of the broad guarantees of personal liberty found in our constitution.
The foregoing brief outline of the possible structure of world government shows that the problems to be encountered, while infinitely complex,
are not different in kind from the problems solved in the establishment of
federal governments generally, and are not insuperable. The structure for
a world government capable of enforcing peace can easily be formed if desire
and time permit. There are matters next to be considered.
IV. Prospects for World Government
The prospect that world government may be set up by the grotesque
survivors of an atomic war generates cold indifference. World government
is meaningful only as it affords promise of preventing such a war. Unquestionably, the problems to be faced are immense. Unquestionably, the possibility that such efforts will fail is all too real. But if any opportunity for
achieving world government in time can be seen, that opportunity appears
worth every effort. What is the extent of this opportunity?
The central problem is whether any substantial chance exists that world
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government would be accepted by the two principal adversaries in the present
power struggle, Russia and the United States.
World government will come too soon for the Soviet leaders until it can
come as world communism. If the question be properly presented, however,
it is entirely possible that these leaders would see that effective security
against war is as necessary to the Soviet people as it is to others. The United
States has not yet made to the Soviet government any proposal for the settlement of existing differences conditioned upon the establishment of an effective
world government guaranteeing real security against war.
The point that this course should now be taken, and its possibilities for
acceptance, were clearly stated by Mr. Grenville Clark in an address to the
bar association of New York City last year. It is even probable that Russia
would, in the first instance, turn down any such proposal. But the point is
that none can know what Russia will do until the offer is made, and we cannot easily defend failure on our part to give her, ourselves, and the world the
chance that she will finally agree.
Consider further, that a conference to revise the Charter can be called
under Article 109, regardless of a "veto" by Russia. Would Russia stay
away from such a conference? Possibly so, but such action would justly be
understood by the rest of the world as a refusal to work for peace. It is
far more likely that her delegates would attend, hoping to harass the conference at work. But such a conference, by a two-thirds vote, can adopt its
proposed Charter amendments and submit them for ratification despite Soviet
opposition. The "veto" does not operate until the final step of ratification.
Russia would certainly not be among the first to ratify. She waited to ratify
the United Nations Charter until it had been ratified by twenty-five nations,
and she was the last of the five permanent members of the Security Council
to ratify it. But what would be her position as the ratifications continued to
roll in-60%, then 70%, then 80% of the members? A whole world literally poised for peace under government! The Kremlin can withstand terrific
pressures, but it also knows how to yield to them.
The immediate problem is to get proposals for world government made,
and to get them made before tensions mount any further. This can only be
done through official conviction in the United States that to our necessary,
but stop-gap and costly, policy of preparation for war must be added a
second arm-sincere and vigorous efforts to eliminate, through establishment
of world government, the necessity for such preparations in the years to come.
V. The Citizen's Responsibility in the Atomic Age
The prospects for world government are, therefore, in a very real sense
placed in the hands of each American citizen. There is convincing evidence
that this responsibility is being widely and progressively sensed. One-third
of the states have passed resolutions in varying forms calling upon the President and the Congress to propose and support the transformation of the
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United Nations into a world federal government. In another twenty states
such a resolution has been adopted by one house of the legislature.
As an example of public opinion on this question the experience of
Massachusetts is instructive. There, at the general election in 1946, a referendum was taken upon the question whether the representatives of Massachusetts in Congress should work to make the United Nations a world
federation able to prevent war. Seventy-two per cent of the voters answered
this question, and the votes were in the affirmative by a majority of 9 to 1.
Similar ballots were taken in two other states in the 1948 general election
with substantially the same result.
In the last Congress, the House Foreign Affffairs Committee, after extensive hearings, reported out unanimously a demand for immediate consultations with the other nations to amend the United Nations Charter and make
it capable of enforcing peace. And the sentiment for world government in
both houses of the present Congress is immeasurably stronger than it was a
year ago.
The most active organization working for world government in this
country, United World Federalists, has over 600 chapters, nearly 50,000 paid
members, and has been able to attract as national advisers such representative
figures as W. T. Holliday, President of the Standard Oil Company of Ohio;
Will Clayton, former Undersecretary of State, and Supreme Court Justice
William 0. Douglas.
There is, too, a world movement for world federal government. It is
gathering strength rapidly in the 22 countries which so far have been
organized. It has over 100 adherents in the British Parliament and twice
that number in the French Chamber of Deputies. The new constitutions of
both France and Italy authorize those governments to enter a world government whenever formed.
In Great Britain, Foreign Minister Bevin has several times declared that
his government is ready and eager to work toward realization of world govenment. Nehru, of India, is on record to similar effect. As evidence that
these expressions are having effect within the United Nations it may be cited
that in July, 1948, the Little Assembly voted, 19 to 7, that the General
Assembly consider whether the time has come to call a general conference
to revise the United Nations Charter.
These instances of favorable policy toward world government on the
part of other nations and within the United Nations emphasize the peculiar
opportunity and responsibility of the American people at this time. With
United States endorsement and participation', we have a "fighting chance" to
get world government in time. Such a chance is all that men and women
of the American tradition require for action if the stakes are large enough.
They are large enough, now-survival and mastery of the atomic age.
Long, Hyman and Calkins of 418 Symes Building, Denver, have announced the association with them of Thomas D. Smart.

